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Declaration for the Record of Decision

SITE NAME AND LOCATION

Sola Optical USA, Inc.
1500 Cader Lane

P.O. Box 6002

Petaluma, CA 94953-6002

STATEMENT OF BASIS AND PURPOSE

This decision document presents the remedial action selected for the Sola Optical USA (Sola) site in
Petaluma, California. This remedial action was chosen in accordance with the Comprehensive Environ-
mental Response Compensation and Liability Act (CERCLA), as amended by the Superfund Amend-
ments and Reauthorization Act (SARA), and, to the extent practicable, with the National Oil and
Hazardous Substances Pollution Contingency Plan (NCP). This is the first and final remedy and there
are no additional operable units.

This decision is based on the administrative record for this site. The attached Administrative Record
Index (Attachment A) identifies the documents upon which the decision is based.

The State of California concurs with the selected remedy.

ASSESSMENT OF THE SITE

Soladiscovered solvents in the groundwater and in the soils adjacent to their underground storage tanks.
Sola removed the underground tanks and the adjacent soils. Sola has constructed and is presently
operating a groundwater extraction and treatment system. However, residual groundwater contamina-
tion requires that additional work, as actual or threatened releases of hazardous substances from this site,
if not addressed by implementing the response action selected in this Record of Decision (ROD), may
present an imminent and substantial endangerment to public health, welfare, or the environment.

DESCRIPTION OF THE REMEDY

The selected remedy for contaminated groundwater at the Sola site consists of:

- groundwater monitoring to demonstrate capture of the contaminant plume and
ultimately, achievement of the cleanup standard,;

- operation of existing extraction well system;

- construction and operation of two additional extraction wells and piping; and

- conversion of two deep monitoring wells to extraction wells.



By fully addressing the groundwater contamination at the site, the remedy would reduce the principal
risk from the site. Sola addressed the principal threats posed by the site when they removed the
underground tanks and the contaminated soils adjacent to the tanks. These interim actions, conducted
prior to EPA involvement, were not inconsistent with the final remedy chosen by EPA.

Implementation of this remedy will increase the rate of groundwater cleanup in an area where the
groundwater contamination is highest. It will also address the low levels of contamination found in two
deeper on-site monitoring wells. This groundwater extraction system will operate until the cleanup
standards are achieved. Until these standards are achieved, evaluation of the remedy will continue at a
frequency to be determined during the remedial design.

STATUTORY DETERMINATIONS

The selected remedy is protective of human health and the environment, complies with Federal and State
requirements that are legally applicable or relevant and appropriate to the remedial action, and is cost-
effective. This remedy uses permanent solutions and alternative treatment technologies to the maximum
extent practicable and satisfies the statutory preference for remedies that employ treatment to reduce
toxicity, mobility, or volume as a principal element.

el coue q.27.9/

Daniel W.\M/cGovem L Date
Regional Administrator




Decision Summary

L SITE NAME, LOCATION AND DESCRIPTION
SITE NAME AND LOCATION

The Sola site is located in southern Sonoma County, California, on the southeastern edge of the
City of Petaluma (See Figure 1). Sola has been manufacturing ophthalmic lenses since 1978 at its 35-
acre facility in Petaluma's industrial area. The facility address is 1500 Cader Lane and is located just
west of Lakeville Highway, south of the Lakeville Highway intersection with Route 101. The facility
comprises a manufacturing building and an adjoining administration office building. The former under-
ground storage tanks were located behind the rear north corner of the manufacturing part of the facility.

Sola manufactures hard-resin ophthalmic lenses. The manufacturing process involves the
injection of a catalyzed, thermosetting resin into a cavity between polished glass molds. The mold
assembly is subsequently placed in an air oven to cure theresin. The assembly isremoved from the oven,
the cured resin lenses removed from the assembly, and the assembly is put through a cleaning process
before production is repeated.

REGIONAL TOPOGRAPHY

The topography of the area, including the site itself, gently slopes at arate of 50 feet per mile from
low hills in the east towards the Petaluma River, located about one mile southwest of the Sola building.
Adobe Creek is located 1,500 feet west of the Sola building. Adobe Creek intermittently flows in a
north-south direction .

HYDROGEOLOGY

Sola has conducted geologic investigations at the Site. Sola's investigations have revealed that
the depositional sequence of sediments below the surface at the site consists of a complex sequence of
interbedded clays, silts and sands, with lesser amounts of gravel. Shallow sediments represent acomplex
sequence of alluvial deposits. At depths below the surface of approximately 80-100 feet, thicker clay
intervals were encountered which appear to be relatively continuous over distances of hundreds of feet.
Interbedded within these clay intervals are silt, sand, and gravel intervals of various thicknesses. These
deeper sediments probably represent complex depositional environments that involve both alluvial and
estuarine deposition. Groundwater in shallow sediments in the site vicinity is generally encountered at
elevations 9 to 12 feet below ground surface.

Groundwater flows in a south/southwest direction towards the Petaluma River, which is the most
likely point of discharge. Natural recharge occurs at the base of the foothills to the north/northeast.
Testing of the aquifer was conducted in October 1987 by Sola under the direction of the San Francisco
Regional Water Quality Control Board (SFRWQCB). This aquiferis unconfined and has been classified
by EPA as a class IIA drinking water source aquifer.
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LAND AND WATER USE

The facility is located in an area zoned for industrial uses. Adjacent property to the westis owned
by Stero Company, a manufacturer of dishwashers. There are residential subdivisions approximately
300 feet to the northwest and there is undeveloped land to the north. Fireman's Fund Insurance, the
RUSS Company, and Tegal Corporation occupy office space to the east of the Sola property. Property
to the south remains undeveloped and was formerly a private residence.

Two private wells operated previously in the vicinity of the Sola facility, the Stero industrial well
(approximately 1,000 feet west, downgradient of the facility) and the Crandell residential well
(approximately 1,500 feet southwest, downgradient of the facility). The owners of these two wells are
now supplied with water from the City of Petaluma. In addition, there is a City of Petaluma (Station #5)
municipal water supply well, located 300 feet north of the site and a city well on the Sola property that
has never been used. In 1988, Sola entered into a written agreement with the City of Petaluma. The
City agreed to discontinue use of Station #5 well to ensure that the operation of the municipal well does
not disrupt the ongoing groundwater clean-up operation by drawing down groundwater elevations in the
unconfined aquifer below the screened intervals of the extraction wells.

Sola has sampled the Station #5 municipal well on 14 occasions between 1986 and 1989.
Analysis of these samples did not reveal the presence of any contaminants which exceeded the State or
Federal drinking water standards. Sola also sampled the Stero and Crandell wells six times each between
1987 and 1990 and the results did not exceed the State or Federal drinking water standards.

IL. SITE HISTORY AND ENFORCEMENT ACTIVITIES

In May 1982, Sola identified low levels of solvents in groundwater under the Sola property near
six underground solvent storage tanks. Sola used these six 1,000 gallon underground tanks tostore 1,1,1-
trichloroethane (1,1,1 TCA), acetone, and methanol. In 1985, Sola independently removed the under-
ground tanks. The removal of the tanks reportedly included the excavation of gravel back-fill and an
additional three feet of native soil from the sides and bottom of the tank excavation. Sola collected 22
soil samples from the excavation pit. Based on the analysis of these soil samples, Sola excavated an
additional two feet from the eastern wall of the excavation pit. Additional samples taken following the
excavation indicated the presence of volatile organic compounds (VOCs); however, no additional
excavation was conducted.

Sola's early investigation also confirmed that groundwater at the site was contaminated with
VOCs, including 1,1,1-TCA, 1,1-dichloroethene (1,1-DCE), 1,1-dichloroethane (1,1-DCA), and meth-
ylene chloride. EPA considers these compounds hazardous to human health and the environment.

In 1983, the SFRWQCB directed Sola to investigate the groundwater at the site. In 1987, the
SFRWQCB issued Sola a Cleaﬁmp Order #87-038 to construct a groundwater extraction and treatment
system. Sola was proposed for the National Priorities List (NPL) in June 1988. Sola began operating
its groundwater extraction and treatment system in August of that same year. Sola currently discharges
the treated groundwater to Adobe Creek under a National Pollution Dicharge Elimination System
(NPDES) permit from the SFRWQCB.



EPA conducted research to identify potentially responsible parties (PRPs), those parties who
may be liable pursuant to CERCLA, for the investigation and cleanup of contamination at the site. Sola
was the only PRP identified during this investigation. General and Special Notice was issued to Sola
prior to negotiations. Sola has financed and conducted a Remedial Investigation/Feasibility Study (R1/
FS) under an EPA administrative consent order (docket #89-22) signed in October 1989. Sola has paid
past costs and oversight costs incurred by EPA through June 1990.

The Remedial Investigation included sampling of soils, soil gas, and groundwater. The
Remedial Investigation Report, which summarized these activities, was submitted by Sola on December
3, 1990. EPA completed the Risk Assessment in April 1991. The Feasibility Study was submitted by
Sola on June 10, 1991.

III. HIGHLIGHTS OF COMMUNITY INVOLVEMENT

The Community Relations Plan (CRP) was developed in-house by EPA's community relations
staff, following EPA guidance. Consistent with the recommendations of the CRP, the Project Manager
briefed the Petaluma City Council and issued a fact sheet announcing the administrative consent order
and the commencement of the RI/FS. The City Council meeting took place on October 19, 1989. The
fact sheet was mailed to area residents during the same period and generated few inquiries.

In February 1991, following the completion of the remedial investigation, EPA issued another
fact sheet summarizing the findings to the public. No responses were received following distribution
of this fact sheet.

The public participation requirements of CERCLA Sec. 113(k)(2)(B)(i-v) and 117 were met in
the remedy selection process. In June 1991 EPA issued the proposed plan. An announcement was
printed in the Santa Rosa Press Democrat on June 17, 1991, announcing the public comment period and
the public meeting. EPA held the public meeting on June 25, 1991, in the Veterans Memorial Building
in Petaluma. California Department of Health Services and four members of the community attended
the meeting. EPA received only one comment letter during the public comment period, which officially
closed on July 16, 1991.

Details of community involvement activities and responses to public comments on the Proposed
Plan are presented in the Responsiveness Summary (Attachment B).

IV.  SCOPE AND ROLE OF THE RESPONSE ACTION

Interim cleanup of the groundwater and the contaminated soil has occurred. Sola addressed the
principal threats by removing the underground tanks and contaminated soils adjacent to the tanks. The
residual extent and concentration of contamination in the soils do not present a significant threat, based
on the results of the risk assessment and a groundwater model.



The actions conducted by Sola under the direction of the SFRWQCB have partially addressed
the risk from contaminated groundwater and have attempted to halt or reduce the spread of contaminated
groundwater but were not intended to be a final remedy. The selected final remedy addresses the
remaining risks posed by the contamination in groundwater. The remedy will eliminate the potential for
human exposure to contaminants through the ingestion and inhalation of contaminants in the ground-
water.

The reduction of risk will be achieved by the hydraulic capture of contaminants in groundwater
through the use of groundwater extraction wells. The existing system will be enhanced with two new
shallow extraction wells and two deep extraction wells (converted from monitoring wells). Groundwa-
ter with contaminant concentrations above the State drinking water standards will be pumped into the
extraction system.

Extracted water will either be treated with the existing carbon filter system at the facility and
discharged off-site or discharged to the City sewage treatment system with or without treatment. The
City of Petaluma has an industrial discharge limit of 1 part per million (ppm) for total toxic organics.
Monitoring results from the extraction system indicate that concentrations in groundwater are presently
low enough to meet this standard without treatment.

There are no additional operable units, and no further action is warranted for soils.

V. SUMMARY OF SITE CHARACTERISTICS
SOIL CONTAMINATION

In July 1985, Sola independently removed six underground storage tanks. Sola contractors
reported that they observed no evidence of leakage during the tank removal, which indicated to them,
the release of contaminants could have been the result of accidental spillage.

The removal of the tanks included the excavation of back-fill material and approximately 3 feet
of soil from the sides and bottom of the tank excavation. Samples were taken from the pit after the
excavation. Analytical results for the samples collected from the excavation pits revealed the presence
of acetone, ranging in concentrations from 1.1 to 54 ppm. Concentrations of 1,1 DCE were detected at
10 parts per billion (ppb). An additional two feet of soil was excavated from the eastern wall of the pit
where the acetone was detected. "

In July 1986, Sola independently conducted a soil gas investigation . Soil gas samples were
collected from 48 locations. The highest VOC concentration was 250 milligrams perliterof 1,1,1-TCA.

In April 1990, EPA required Sola to collect and analyze samples of sub-surface soils and soil
gases. The soil gas survey inclhided samples from 40 locations at depths ranging from 2 to 9 feet. The
results are presented in Figure 2. The lateral and vertical distribution of VOCs and the magnitude of
VOC concentrations detected in soil gas do not currently indicate the presence of a principal threat in
soil.
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Sola collected soil samples from six soil borings near the former location of the storage tanks.
1,1-DCE was detected at a maximum concentration of 51ppb.

EPA required Sola to use a contaminant transport model to determine whether the contaminated
soil would further contaminate the groundwater. The results of the model indicated these soils do not
pose a principal threat of further contaminating groundwater.

GROUNDWATER

Sola conducted hydrogeologic investigations at the site. Figure #3 provides a site diagram
locating all site wells. The aquifer beneath the Sola facility, as described earlier, is unconfined and flows
in a south/southwest direction. VOC-contaminated groundwater extends from behind the Sola building
(where the underground tanks were formerly located) to the southwest corner of the Sola property. The
focus of the groundwater investigation was to assess the extent of contamination outside the zone of
capture of the extraction system constructed under the 1987 SFRWQCB Order.

In 1990, Sola installed nine additional monitoring wells. Samples taken from these and existing
groundwater monitoring wells confirmed that the VOC-contaminated groundwater (at concentrations
above clean-up standards) is largely limited to the Sola property (see Figure #4). These wells (LF-21
through LF-28) were installed:

- to confirm downgradient lateral and vertical extent of VOC-contaminated groundwater;
and

- to evaluate the distribution of VOC-affected groundwater in the deep sediment intervals
tapped by the City of Petaluma (Station #5) municipal well.

Water quality data from these new wells achieved these objectives. The primary VOCs detected
in groundwater samples from monitoring wells at the site are 1,1-DCA; 1,1-DCE; 1,1,1-TCA; and Freon
113.

The highest concentrations of the primary VOCs have been detected in groundwater samples
collected from shallow well W14, which is located downgradient of the vicinity of the former storage
tanks. Water quality data from wells located on the downgradient edge of the Sola property (W33, LF-
25,LF-26 and LF-28) indicate that the lateral extent of VOC-contaminated groundwater within the Sola
property is at or below the clean-up standards. Figure #4 shows the distribution of VOC-contaminated
groundwater at shallow, intermediate, and deeper intervals. The VOC-contaminated groundwater in
deeperintervals does not meet clean-up standards in wells LF-17 and LF-13 and is not within the capture
of the current extraction system.

DATA QUALITY

&

EPA has collected split samples and independently analyzed these as a part of oversight
activities. EPA also had an independent contractor validate this data. Quality control criteria were met
for 98% of the data. EPA data and data collected by Sola are in good agreement. The relative percent
difference, an indication of precision, is less than 50% for the 15 sample pairs available for comparison.
EPA split data represents 20% of the total data used in the groundwater calculations in the risk
assessment.
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VI. SUMMARY OF SITE RISKS
HUMAN HEALTH RISKS

The purpose of the Risk Assessment was to evaluate the public health and environmental risks
posed by VOCs detected in groundwater, soil, and soil-gas at the Sola site. The Risk Assessment Report
was completed by EPA's contractor in April 1991. Twelve VOCs at the site were identified as chemi-
cals of potential concern. The twelve chemicals of potential concern are presented along with their
respective toxicological data in Table A.

The exposure assessment evaluated potential exposure pathways for the chemicals of potential
concern in groundwater, soil, and soil gas. The Risk Assessment assumes the maximum exposure
scenario. The exposure scenario assumes residential use of the groundwater. Pathways of exposure
include groundwater as a drinking water source and VOCs transported from groundwater or soil into
household air (eg., from showering and other domestic uses of water or soil gas that would seap directly
into buildings). Routes of exposure include ingestion of drinking water, dermal contact, and inhalation
of VOCs. The exposure assumptions used in the Risk Assessment are presented in Table B. The
concentrations used to calculate risk for soil gas exposure is based on a maximum concentration. The
concentrations used to calculate risk for groundwater exposure is based on the 95% upper confidence
limit on the mean concentration.

The toxicological assessment divided the twelve chemicals of concern by their carcinogenic or
non-carcinogenic effects. Six chemicals of concern were classified as known, probable, or possible
human carcinogens. The potential for carcinogenic effects was evaluated by estimating excess lifetime
cancer risk. Non-carcinogenic risk was assessed by comparing the estimated daily intake of a chemical
to the EPA-estimated safe level of daily exposure, or reference dose.

Soil Gas/Air Risks: EPA estimated potential health risks associated with soil gas contamination
at the Sola property based on diffusion of soil gas into the air of a building built over the area of soil and
groundwater contamination. Of the twelve chemicals of potential concern, ten were detected in soil gas.
The ten chemicals of potential concern in soil gas were used to calculate the risk posed by soil gas
contaminantion at the site. The ten chemicals of potential concern for soil gas are presented in Table
C along with the concentrations used to calculate the risk, the individual cancer risk associated with each
chemical at the concentration detected, and the non-carcinogenic risk. The excess lifetime cancer risk
for exposure to soil gas in air is 9x10-6 (9 persons out of 1,000,000 people), as presented in Table C. The
non-carcinogenic health risks estimated by the Hazard Index rating indicates that no adverse health
effects are expected. In addition, Sola is an active manufacturing facility zoned for industrial use.

Groundwater Risks: The Risk Assessment provides an estimate of carcinogenic and non-car-
cinogenic effects from the domestic use of groundwater at the Sola site. Of the 12 chemicals of potential
concern, four contaminants were detected in groundwater. The four chemicals of potential concern and
the estimated risk for groundw’ater are included in Table D.

12
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TABLE A
Chemicals of Concern
Systemic Toxicity Carcinogenic Potency
(me/kg/day) (mg/kyday)!
Oral Slope Weight of Inhalation Weight of .
Chemical Oral RMD | Reference | Inhalation RM | Reference Factor Evidence® | Reference | Slope Faclor { Evidence® Reference
Acetone 0.1 IRIS - - - - - - - - "
Butanone - -- .- - - - -- -- - --
1,1-Dichloroethane 0.1 HEAST 0.1 HEAST -- C IRIS - C IRIS .
h 1,2-Dichloroethane - -- - - 0.091 B2 IRIS 0091 B2 IRIS "
1,1-Diclfforoethene 0.009 IRIS - - 06 C IRIS 1.2 (o IRIS
Freon 113 30 IRIS -- - - - - - - -
4-Methyl-2-pentanone 0.05 IRIS 0.02 HEAST -- - - - - -
Tetrachloroethene 001 IRIS -- - 0.051 B2 HEAST 0.0018 B2 HEAST
Toluene 03 IRIS 0.57 HEAST - - - - - -
1.1,1-Trichloroethane 0.09 IRIS 03 HEAST - - - - . - -
1.1,2-Trichloroethane 0.004 IRIS - - 0.057 C . IRIS 0.057 C IRIS
Trichloroethene -- - - - 0.011 B2 HEAST 0017 B2 HEAST
Im# —
AGroup B: Probable human carcinogen. Sufficient evidence in animals and inadequate or no evidence in humans.
Group C: Possible human carcinogen. Limited evidence of carcinogenicity in animals in the absence of human data.
Notes:
HEAST Health Effects Assessment Summary Table, U.S. EPA 1990b.
IRIS Integrated Risk Information System, U.S. EPA, 1990a.
-- Information not available
— — —.




The major contributor to both estimated cancer and non-cancerrisksis 1,1 DCE. Only 1,1 DCE
has a numeric factor that can be used to calculate cancerrisk. The excess lifetime cancer risk presented
by use of on-site contaminated groundwater for drinking water is 1x10-4(1 person out of 10,000 people).
The non-carcinogenic risk estimate for contaminated groundwater indicates that no adverse non-
carcinogenic health effects are expected.

The calculated VOC concentrations in groundwater were based on the average waterquality data
from 28 monitoring wells. The calculated concentration for 1,1 DCE was 6.1ppb, which is close to the
clean-up standard and reflects approximately the same amount of risk as the clean-up standard. The
estimated risk for 1,1 DCE at the clean-up standard of 6 ppb is also 1x10-4.

ENVIRONMENTAL RISK

An Ecological Assessment was prepared as a part of the Risk Assessment. The Ecological
Assessment focused on Adobe Creek. Adobe Creek is the closest surface water body and is the site of
a local project to reintroduce anadromous steelhead trout to the creek.

Water quality samples from groundwater monitoring wells installed between the Sola property
and Adobe Creek have not detected any contaminants, indicating that discharge of contaminants to
surface water has not occurred. In the absence of the current extraction system, groundwater from the
Sola facility would flow in the direction of Adobe Creek; however, contaminants detected in ground-
water at the site are below their corresponding federal surface water quality criteria for the protection
of aquatic life.

SUMMARY

Releases of hazardous substances from the site presented the potential for an imminent and
substantial endangerment to public health, welfare and the environment. Interim pumping and treatment
of groundwater and removal of tanks and contaminated soil has reduced site risks; however, groundwa-
ter beneath the site still exceeds drinking water standards and warrants remedial action.

' TABLE B
Assumptions used in Future-Use Scenarios |
' r Parameter Intake Value® |
Ingestion Rate 1 liter/day (child)
2 liter/day (adult)
Inhalation Rate 20 m*day (adult)
Body Weight ‘s 10 kg (child)
70 kg (adult)
Exposure Frequency 365 days/year
Exposure Duration 30 years
Years in Lifetime 25,550 days (70 years)

L

#Source: U.S. EPA, 1989a, 1989b, and 1989c.
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n— TABLE C
Risk Characterization--Air Pathway
[ Air Excess Lifetime
Concentration® Cancer Risk
Chemical (ugh) Estimate Hazard Index
Acetone 4.0 x 107 - 1.1x 10
{l 1,1-Dichloroethane 9.9 x 10°¢ - 28x 10°
1,2-Dichloroethane 59 x 107 6.6 x 10° -
1,1-Dichloroethene 58 x 103 8.5x 10° 1.6 x 107
Freon 113 6.5 x 107 - 6.2 x 10°
Tetrachloroethene 4.0x 10* 8.8 x 104 1.1 x 10°
Toluene 4.7 x 107 - 2.3x 107
1,1,1-Trichloroethane 45 x 10° -- 43 x 10°
1,1,2-Trichloroethane 2.5x 10 1.7 x 10® 1.9x 107
Trichloroethene 7.5 x 10° 1.6 x 10°1° -
Total Risk 9 x 10° 0.002

¥Maximum concentrations

TABLE D
Risk Characterization--Groundwater Pathway
Groundwater
Concentration* Cancer Risk
Chemical (mgN) Estimate® Hazard Index

1,1-Dichloroethane 0.0011 -- 0.0022
1,1-Dichloroethene 0.0061 1.4 x 10* 0.14
Freon 113 0.00063 -- 0.0000042
1,1,1-Trichloroethane 0.0029 - 0.0042
Total Risk 1x10* 0.1

95 percent upper confidence limit on mean concentration
®Ingestion and inhalation routes summed together. The hazard index is based on
a child exposure scenario.
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VII. DESCRIPTION OF ALTERNATIVES

This section will describe alternatives developed in the Feasibility Study. The five extraction
alternatives were evaluated and compared to the nine criteria required by the NCP (40 CFR Sec.
300.430(e)(9)). The nine criteria are: overall protection of human health and the environment;
compliance with applicable, or relevant and appropriate requirements (ARARs); long-term effective-
ness and permanence; reduction of toxicity, mobility, or volume through treatment; short-term
effectiveness; implementability; cost; state acceptance; and community acceptance. The nine criteria
are described in more detail in Part VIII of this decision document, entitled Summary of Comparative
Analysis of Alternatives.

Each one of the alternatives in the Feasibility Study, with the exception of the no-action
alternative, complies with ARARs for the site. To comply with ARARs, an alternative must meet all
substantive Federal and State environmental laws and regulations.

The groundwater contamination at the Sola site is in a groundwater aquifer that has been
designated as a source of drinking water and has actually been proven to be in the same unconfined
aquifer used by the City of Petaluma municipal well (station #5 well). For these reasons, groundwater
must be restored to State and Federal drinking water standards. The drinking water standards or clean-
up standards for the four contaminants identified in groundwater are presented in Table E. The

Table E
Primary VOCs in Ground Water and Clean-up Standards
1990 Maximum Drinking Water Clean-up
Concentration (ppb) Standards (ppb)  Standards (ppb)

Chemical Shallow Deep State Federal
1,1 DCE 1,400 22 6 7 6
1,1 DCA 280 1 5 - 5
1,ILITCA 220 10 200 200 200
Freon 113 9 2 1,200 - - 1,200

alternatives described below, except the no-action alternative, are designed to meet these standards in
the aquifer over different restoration time periods.

Attainment of these levels in the aquifer will be protective of human health and the environment.
However, EPA recently studied the effectiveness of groundwater extraction systems in achieving
specified goals and found that it is often difficult to predict the ultimate concentration to which
contaminants in the groundwater may be reduced. Nevertheless, the study verified that groundwater
extraction is an effective cleanup measure and can achieve significant mass removal of contaminants. -
The remedial alternatives described in this section are all based on extraction systems. The Agency
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believes it is technically feasible to achieve the cleanup standards in the groundwater using extraction
systems.

After the contaminated groundwater is extracted it may be discharged to a surface water body
or to the local sewer system. These discharge options apply to all of the alternatives with the exception
of the no-action alternative.

If the water is discharged off-site to Adobe Creek it must be treated with the activated carbon
filter system at the facility. Alternatively, the water may be discharged to the city sewage treatment
facility. The City of Petaluma has an industrial discharge limit of 1 part per million for total toxic
organics. Monitoring results from the extraction system indicate that contaminant concentrations in
groundwater are presently low enough to meet this standard without treatment.

Each alternative will require periodic groundwater monitoring to determine its effectiveness and
to verify achievement of the cleanup standards. The specific groundwater monitoring program will be
defined more precisely during Remedial Design/Remedial Action.

If the carbon filter treatment system is used, spent carbon must be handled in compliance with
the requirements of the Resource Conservation and Recovery Act (RCRA) and the California Hazardous
Waste Control Law if waste (i.e. spent carbon) is stored for more than 90 days at the site.

ALTERNATIVE #1 - NO ACTION

The NCP requires that a no-action alternative be considered at every site. The no-action
alternative serves primarily as a point of comparison to other alternatives. This alternative is evaluated
to determine the risks that would be posed to public health and the environment if no action were taken.
With this alternative, the existing groundwater extraction treatment system would be shut down.
However, long-term monitoring of the site would be necessary to monitor contaminant migration.
Monitoring, using existing monitoring wells, can be easily implemented. Alternative #1 would rely on
natural processes in the groundwater to achieve cleanup standards. The time required for natural
processes to reduce contaminant concentrations to the cleanup standards is estimated to be 500 years.

The annual operation and maintenance (O&M) cost for alternative #1 would be $70,000. Since
the alternative requires "no-action” there would be no capital cost.

ALTERNATIVE #2

Altiernative #2 is the continued operation of the current groundwater extraction system at the
current rate of 25-30 gallons per minute (gpm). The current system pumps groundwater from eight
existing extraction wells, each of which draw water from 20 to 30 feet beneath the ground surface.
Calculated time to achieve clcanu;: standards for this remedy is 25-30 years.

This alternative would provide capture for contaminanted groundwater with VOC concentra-
tions above the cleanup standards in Table E, near the surface of the water table and down to
approximately 40-50 feet. VOCs have been found at concentrations which do not meet their respective
cleanup standards at depths below the capture of the current system. Under Alternative #2, these con-
taminants would be left to degrade through natural processes.
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If the water is discharged off-site to Adobe Creek it must be treated with the activated carbon
filter system at the facility. Alternatively, the water may be discharged to the city sewage treatment
facility.

The net present value cost for this 25-30 year project would range between $2.5 and $2.7 million.
Capital costs would range up to $8,000 (piping and hook-ups), and annual O&M costs would be between
$153,166 and $166,650.

ALTERNATIVE #3

Alternative #3 is the continued operation of the current extraction system with two additional
shallow extraction wells. These wells would be placed in an area of high VOC concentration, reducing
the estimated clean-up time to 15-20 years.

This alternative would provide capture for those contaminants, at concentrations which do not
meet the cleanup standards in Table E, near the surface of the water table and down to approximately
40-50feet. Asdiscussed earlier, VOCs have been found in the groundwater which do not meet the clean-
up standards at depths below the capture of the current system.

If the water is discharged off-site to Adobe Creek it must be treated with the activated carbon
filter system at the facility. Alternatively, the water may be discharged to the city sewage treatment
facility.

The net present value cost for this alternative would be between $2.0 and $2.1 million. Capital
costs range from $48,400 to $54,400, and annual O&M costs range from $156,814 to $167,350.

ALTERNATIVE #4

Alternative #4 converts two deep monitoring wells into extraction wells that will be intermit-
tently pumped. This alternative would address the groundwater contamination, at concentrations which
do not meet the cleanup standards in Table E, beneath the zone of capture of the current extraction system
and would rely on the continued operation of the extraction wells in the current system to capture the
shallow contaminants. The time estimate to achieve clean-up standards is 2530 years. The conversion
of deeper monitoring wells to extraction wells would prevent any further migration of contaminants in
the deeper portion of the aquifer.

If the water is discharged off-site to Adobe Creek it must be treated with the activated carbon
filter system at the facility. Alternatively, the water may be discharged to the city sewage treatment
facility.

The net present value cost for this alternative is $2.6 to $2.8 million. Capital costs range from
$28,400 to $34,400, and annudl O&M costs range from $158,858 to $168,650.

18



ALTERNATIVE #5

Alternative #5 is EPA's selected remedy. Alternative #5 combines the actions of Alternatives
#3 and #4. The two additional shallow extraction wells, in conjunction with the existing wells, will
reduce the estimated time required to restore the shallow groundwater to clean-up standards in 15-20
years. The conversion of two deep monitoring wells (LF-13 and LF-17) to extraction wells will pre-
vent any further migration of contaminants in to the deeper portion of the aquifer.

If the water is discharged off-site to Adobe Creek it must be treated with the activated carbon
filter system at the facility. Alternatively, the water may be discharged to the city sewage treatment
facility.

The reduced estimated time to achieve the clean-up standards also reduces the number of years
of O&M. Because of the reduced length of O&M, the ultimate cost is less than alternatives #3 or #4.
The net present value cost of this alternative ranges between $2.1 to $2.2 million. Capital costs would
be $74,000, and annual O&M costs range from $160,388 to $169,350.

VIII. SUMMARY OF COMPARATIVE ANALYSIS OF ALTERNATIVES

The remedial alternatives developed in the FS were analyzed in detail using the nine evaluation
criteria required by the NCP. The resulting strengths and weaknesses of the alternatives were then
weighed to identify the alternative providing the best balance amoung the nine criteria. These criteria
are: 1) overall protection of human health and the environment; 2) compliance with applicable or
relevant and appropriate requirements (ARARs); 3) reduction of toxicity , mobility, or volume through
treatment; 4) long-term effectiveness and permanence; 5) short-term effectiveness; 6) implementabil-
ity; 7) cost; 8) state acceptance; and 9) community acceptance. The nine criteria and the relative
performance of the alternatives in relation to each criterion and each other is summarized below.

PROTECTION OF HUMAN HEALTH AND THE ENVIRONMENT

Overall protection of human health and the environment addresses whether a remedy provides
adequate protection and describes how risks posed through each pathway are eliminated, reduced or
controlled through treatment, engineering controls, or institutional controls.

As the no-action alternative (#1) does not achieve the cleanup standards it will no longer be
discussed. Alternatives #2 through #5 are equally protective of human health and the environment by
eliminating or reducing the risk of exposure to contaminants in groundwater. Alternatives #2 through
#5 use enginéering controls in the form of a groundwater extraction system to remove contaminated
groundwater from the aquifer where it could be used for consumption.

COMPLIANCE WITH ARARS *

Pursuant to section 121(d)(1) of CERCLA, remedial actions must attain a degree of clean-up
which assures protection of human health and the environment. Additionally, remedial actions must
meet standards, requirements, limitations, or criteria that are “applicable or relevant and appropriate”
(ARARs). Federal ARARs for any site include requirements under any federal environmental laws.
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State ARARs include promulgated requirements under state environmental or facility-siting
laws that are more stringent than any Federal ARARs and have been identified to EPA by the state in
a timely manner.

Applicable requirements are those clean-up standards, control standards, and other substantive
environmental protection requirements, criteria, or limitations promulgated under Federal or State law
that specifically address a hazardous substance, pollutant, contaminant, remedial action, location or
other circumstance at a CERCLA site.

Relevant and appropriate requirements are defined as those cleanup standards of control and
other substantive environmental protection requirements, criteria, or limitations promulgated under
Federal or State law that, while not “applicable” to a hazardous substance, pollutant, contaminant,
remedial action, location or other circumstance at a CERCLA site, nevertheless address problems or
situations sufficiently similar to those encountered at the CERCLA site toindicate their use is well-suited
to the particular site. If no ARAR addresses a particular situation, orif an ARAR s insufficient to protect
human health or the environment, then non-promulgated standards, criteria, guidances, and advisories
(To Be Considered, or TBCs) must be used to provide a protective remedy.

Additionally, response actions which take place off-site must comply with all laws, administra-
tive and substantive.

Types of ARARs

There are three types of ARARs. The first type includes “contaminant-specific” requirements.
These ARARS set limits on concentrations of specific hazardous substances, pollutants, and contami-
nants in the environment. Examples of this type of AR AR are ambient water quality criteria and drinking
water standards.

The second type of ARAR includes location-specific requirements that set restrictions on certain
types of activities based on site characteristics. These include restrictions on activities in wetlands,
floodplains, and historic sites.

The third type of ARAR includes action-specific requirements. These are technology-based restrictions
which are triggered by the type of action under consideration. Examples of action-specific ARARs are
Resource Conservation and Recovery Act (RCRA) regulations for waste treatment, storage, and
disposal.

ARAREs are identified on a site-specific basis from information about specific chemicals at the
site, specific features of the site location, and actions that are being considered as remedies.

The following section will outline the Applicable or Relevant ahd Appropriate Requirements
(ARARS) and other informatidn (TBCs) that EPA considered for this site.

CONTAMINANT-SPECIFIC ARARs and TBCs

Cleanup levels are set at health-based levels, reflecting current and potential use and exposure.
For systemic (noncarcinogenic) toxicants, cleanup levels represent that amount to which humans could
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be exposed on a daily basis without unacceptable adverse effects occurring during their lifetime. For
carcinogens, cleanup levels must fall within a 104 to 106 risk range (NCP, 40 CFR §300.430
(©)(2X(1)(A)(2)).

The contaminant-specific ARARs for the Sola site are Federal and State of California drinking
water standards. Eachis relevant and appropriate to set as cleanup standards at the site. A list of Federal
and State drinking water standards are presented in Table E.

Federal Drinking Water Standards

Section 1412 of the Safe Drinking Water Act (SDWA), 42 U.S.C. §300g-1 “National Drinking Water
Regulations™; National Primary Drinking Water Regulations, 40 CFR Part 141.

Potential drinking water regulations include Maximum Contaminant Levels (MCLs) for
specific contaminants. MCLs are enforceable standards which apply to specified contaminants which
EPA has determined have an adverse effect on human health. MCLs are set at levels that are protective
of human health and set close to Maximum Contaminant Level Goals (MCLGs).

Under the authority of the NCP (40 CFR §300.430 (£)(5)), MCLGs set at levels above zero must
be attained by remedial actions for ground or surface water that is currently or potentially a sources of
drinking water, where the MCLGs are relevant and appropriate under the circumstances based on the
factors in NCP (40 CFR §300.400 (g)(2)). All of the MCLGs which are applicable to the Sola site are
less stringent than or equal to the federal MCLs.

Accordingly, the appropriate remedial standard for groundwater is the current federal or state
MCL, whichever is most stringent. Table E compares the current state and federal MCLs for the
chemicals of concern and identifies the cleanup standard.

State Drinking Water Standards

California Safe Drinking Act, California Domestic Water Quality Monitoring Regulations, CAC Title
22 Division 4, Chapter 15

California has promulgated MCLs for primary VOCs as shown in Table E. EPA has chosen the
California MCLs for primary VOCs as the groundwater cleanup standard for the site where the
California MCLs, for VOCs, was more stringent than federal MCLs.

ACTION-SPECIFIC ARARs AND TBCs

Treatment by Carbon Adsorption

Solid Waste Disposal Act, as amended by Resource Conservation and Recovery Act 42 U.S.C §6901
€t seq.

Use of granular activated carbon (GAC) for remediation of VOCs can trigger requirements
associated with regeneration or disposal of the spent carbon. If the spent carbon is a listed waste or a
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characteristic waste, it is regulated as a hazardous waste under RCRA and California’s Hazardous Waste
Control Laws (CAC Title 22 §67520-67525).

Containers used for storage of hazardous waste on site for more than 90 days must be:

- Maintained in good condition (40 CFR §264.171);

- Compatible with other stored wastes (40 CFR §264.172);

- Closed during storage (40 CFR §264.173);

- Inspected weekly (40 CFR §264.175);

- Placed on a sloped, crack-free base with containment system in place capable of handling
10 percent of the free liquids stored (40 CFR §264.175);

- Placed 50 feet from facility’s property line if ignitable or reactive (40 CFR §264.176),

- Separated by a dike or other barrier if incompatible wastes are stored near each other (40
CFR §264.177);

- Atclosure, remove all hazardous wastes and residues from containment system (40 CFR
§264.178);

- - Storage of banned wastes must be in accordance with 40 CFR §268 (40 CFR §268.50).

On-site storage of contaminated carbon may trigger substantive requirements under state laws
(Hazardous Waste Control Law, CAC Title 22 §§67180-67194 and CAC §67240-67248) and municipal
or county hazardous material ordinances. If the spent carbon is a hazardous waste, construction and
monitoring requirements for storage facilities may also apply.

LOCATION-SPECIFIC ARARs AND TBCs
A site characterization was conducted at Sola to determine whether special characteristics

existed at the site which warranted location specific requirements. No location-specific requirements
were found.

LONG-TERM EFFECTIVENESS AND PERMANENCE

Long-term effectiveness and permanence refers to the ability of a remedy to maintain reliable
protection of human health and the environment over time. This criterion includes the consideration of
residual risk and the adequacy and reliability of controls.

Remedial alternatives #2 through #5 all result in minimal residual risk. Once the contaminants
in groundwater have been reduced to the cleanup standard concentration the primary risk will have been
permanently reduced. With the exception of the no-action alternative, all of the alternatives are expected
to attain clean-up standards in groundwater, thereby resulting in minimal risk from residual contami-
nants in groundwater. However, the residual risk posed by the contaminants at their respective cleanup

standards remains.
3

Extracted water will either be treated with the existing activated carbon filter system at the
facility and discharged off-site to Adobe Creek or discharged to the City sewage treatment system. In
both discharge options, adequate treatment would occur; either in the existing carbon filter system or
in the City sewage treatment system.
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REDUCTION OF TOXICITY, MOBILITY. OR VOLUME THROUGH TREATMENT

Reduction of toxicity, mobility, or volume through treatment refers to the preference for a
remedy that uses treatment to reduce health hazards, contaminant migration, or the quantity of
contaminants at the site.

All of the alternatives, except the no-action alternative employ treatment, in varying degrees.
The discharge option employed will determine the type and location of treatment; discharge to Adobe
Creek will require prior treatment with the carbon filter system; while discharge to the Petaluma sewage
system will result in treatment prior to or in the sewage treatment system.

Extracted water will either be treated with the existing activated carbon filter system at the facility and
discharged off-site to Adobe Creek or discharged to the City sewage treatment system. The City of
Petaluma has an industrial discharge limit of 1 part per million (ppm) for total toxic organics.
Monitoring results from the extraction system indicate that concentrations in groundwater are presently
low enough to meet this standard without treatment.

Each of the alternatives, except the no-action alternative, is expected to attain clean-up standards
in groundwater, thereby resulting in minimal risk from contaminant residuals in groundwater. Spent
carbon filters containing the contaminants will be managed in compliance with ARARs.

SHORT-TERM EFFECTIVENESS

Short-term effectiveness refers to the period of time needed to complete the remedy and to any
adverse impacts on human health and the environment that may be posed during the construction and
implementation of the remedy.

Alternatives #2 through #5 are expected to pose no unacceptable short-term risks to the
community or workers during construction and implementation. Installation of the extraction wells
could be completed in one to two weeks.

Alternatives #3 or #5 are expected to attain clean-up standards in 15 - 20 years because of their
higher extraction volumes, pumping at approximately 35-40gpm. Alternatives #2 or #4 will pump
groundwater at an approximate rate 25-30 gpm resulting in an increased time of 25 -30 years to achieve
the cleanup standards in the aquifer. Alternative #2 will capture less contaminated groundwater than
other alternatives (#3 or #5) and it would leave deeper VOC-affected groundwater untreated and uncon-
trolled. Alternative #3 will capture a larger volume of contaminated shallow groundwater but it would
leave the deeper VOC-affected groundwater untreated and uncontrolled. Alternative #4 will reduce the
mobility of deeper VOC-affected groundwater by pumping contaminated monitoring wells but would
capture approximately the same volume of shallow groundwater as Alternative #2. Alternative #5 will
capture a larger volume of contaminated shallow groundwater and also decrease the mobility of deeper
VOC-affected groundwater. s
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IMPLEMENTABILITY

Implementability refers to the technical and administrative feasibility of aremedy, including the
availability of materials and services needed to implement the selected remedy. It also includes
coordination of Federal, State and local governments in cleanup of the site.

All of the alternatives are implementable. The installation of extraction wells involves well
known and frequently used method and materials.

The carbon filter treatment system has a current capacity of 60gpm and will not have to be upgraded if
it is used. All alternatives require groundwater monitoring.

COST

This criteria examines the estimated costs for each remedial alternative. For comparison, capital
costs and annual O&M costs are used to calculate a present worth cost for each alternative.

Alternative #2 would not incur any additional capital cost and the annual O&M expenditure on
the system would be approximately $166,000. Alternative #2 has a total $2.7 million net present value
with treatment and discharge to the creek or $2.5 discharging to the sewage treatment system. The latter
has a lower net present value because of a slightly lower O&M cost.

Alternative #3 would have approximately $8,000 in capital costs plus an approximate annual
O&M cost of $153,000. The net present value for alternative #3 is $2.1 million if treatment occurs on-
site or $2.0 million if discharging to the sewage treatment system.

Alternative #4 would require an approximate capital cost of $46,000 and an approximate annual
O&M cost of $168,000. The total net present value is $2.8 million if treated in the carbon filter system
or $2.6 million if discharged to the sewage treatment system.

Alternative #5 has a capital cost of approximately $123,000 and an approximate annual O&M
cost of $169,000. The total net present value is $2.2 million if treatment in the carbon filter system is
used or $2.1 million if discharging into the sewage treatment system.

STATE ACCEPTANCE

State acceptance indicates whether, based on its review of the RI, FS, and Proposed Plan, the state
in which the site resides agrees with the preferred alternative.

EPA has involved the SFRWQCB during the development of the RI/FS and selection of the

remedy. SFRWQCB, on behalf of the State of California, has stated a preference, and concurs with
EPA, on the selection of altefhative #5 as the preferred remedy.
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COMMUNITY ACCEPTANCE
Community acceptance indicates the public support of a given alternative.

EPA solicited input from the community on the groundwater clean-up alternatives proposed for
the Sola Optical Site. The public did not oppose the preferred alternative. There was one written set of
comments received from one member of the community stating support for the preferred remedy. A
response to this set of comments is provided in Attachment B.

IX. SELECTED REMEDY

EPA has selected Alternative #5 as the remedy for the site. This remedy addresses groundwater
at the site and consists of:

- groundwater monitoring to assure capture of contaminated groundwater and to demonstrate
restoration of groundwater to cleanup standards throughout the aquifer,

- operation of existing extraction wells (8),

- construction and operation of two (2) additional shallow extraction wells,

- conversion of monitoring wells LF-13 and LF-17 to deep extraction wells,

- construction and operation of additional piping for the new and converted wells,

- on-site treatment and discharge off-site or discharge to the City of Petaluma sewage treatment
system.

The intent of this remedy is to restore groundwater to its beneficial use, which for this site is
drinking water. Based on information obtained during the remedial investigation and on a careful
analysis of all remedial alternatives, EPA and the State of California believe that the selected remedy
will achieve this objective.

The selection of this remedy is based on a comparative analysis of the alternatives presented
above and provides the best balance of trade-offs with respect to the nine evaluation criteria. The
selected remedy provides the fastest route towards achieving the cleanup standards and restoring the
groundwater to full beneficial use.

The selected remedy includes groundwater extraction for an estimated period of 15 to 20 years.
This groundwater extraction system will operate until the cleanup standards are achieved and continu-
ously maintained throughout the aquifer. The cleanup standards are state or federally promulgated
drinking water standards. Until these standards are achieved and continuously maintained, EPA will
periodically re-evaluate the remedy every five years with the first evaluation in October 1993. At these
evaluations, if available EPA methodology is more accurate, the risks of soil/groundwater gases
migrating through the soil into po}ential residences on the site will be re-evaluated.
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It may become apparent, during implementation or operation of the groundwater extraction
system, that contaminant levels have ceased to decline and are remaining constant at levels higher than
the cleanup standards. Based on the performance data, operation of the extraction system will be
adjusted as warranted if so determined during the periodic EPA evaluations. For example, it may be
appropriate to discontinue operation of extraction wells in areas where cleanup goals have been attained,
alternate pumping at wells to eliminate stagnation points, and pulse pump to allow aquifer equilibration
and encourage adsorbed contaminants to partition into groundwater for extraction.

Alternative #5 has a capital cost of approximately $123,000 and has an approximate annual
O&M cost of $169,000. The total net present value is $2.2 million if treatment in the carbon filter system
is used or $2.1 million if discharge is into the sewage treatment system.

X. STATUTORY DETERMINATIONS

The selected remedy is protective of human health and the environment as required by section
121 of CERCLA. The selected remedial action, when complete, shall comply with applicable orrelevant
and appropriate environmental standards established under Federal and State environmental laws,
unless a statutory waiver is granted. The selected remedy is cost-effective, use permanent treatment
technologies or resource recovery technologies to the maximum extent practicable and includes
treatment as a principal element. The following sections discuss how the selected remedy for the Sola
site meets these statutory requirements.

PROTECTION OF HUMAN HEALTH AND THE ENVIRONMENT

Attainment of clean-up standards assures that the site risk falls within the acceptable range. The
cumulative site risk of 10.4 falls within the acceptable range (10-4 to 106). Alternatives #5 uses
engineering controls in the form of a groundwater extraction system to remove contaminated ground-
water from the aquifer where it could be used for consumption. The extraction of VOC-contaminated
groundwater will significantly reduce the threat of exposure to residents. The implementation of this
remedy will not create any short-term risks nor any negative cross-media impacts.

ATTAINMENT OF ARARS

All ARARS would be met by the selected remedy. The selected remedy will achieve compliance
with chemical-specific ARARS by extracting groundwater with contaminant concentrations exceeding
the chemical specific cleanup standards. Action-specific ARARS will be met by both discharge options.
There are no applicable location-specific ARARS.

COST-EFFECTIVENESS
EPA believes the selected remedy is cost-effective and extracts the contaminated groundwater

within a reasonable period of time. The selected remedy fulfills the nine criteria and provides overall
effectiveness in relation to its cost.
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Alternative #5 has an capital cost of approximately $123,000 and an approximate annual O&M
cost of $169,000. The total net present value is $2.2 million if discharged to the creek or $2.1 million
if discharging into the sewage treatment system.

USE OF PERMANENT SOLUTIONS AND ALTERNATIVE TREATMENT TECHNOLOGIES OR
RESOURCE RECOVERY TECHNOLOGIES TO THE MAXIMUM EXTENT PRACTICABLE

The selected remedy represents the maximum extent to which permanent solutions and treatment
technologies can be used in a cost-effective manner for the Sola site. Of those alternatives that are
protective of human health and the environment and comply with ARARS, EPA has determined that the
selected remedy provides the best balance: in long-term effectiveness and permanency; reduction of
toxicity, mobility and volume through treatment; short-term effectiveness; implementability, and cost
effectiveness; the selected remedy has also gained state and community acceptance.

PREFERENCE FOR TREATMENT AS A PRINCIPAL ELEMENT

VOC-contaminated groundwater will be extracted, and the VOCs will be treated. The treatment
will occur in the current on-site system using carbon adsorption to remove and concentrate the VOCs
or the treatment will occur in the sewage treatment system operated by the City of Petaluma. Therefore,
this remedy satisfies the statutory preference for remedies that employ treatment which permanently and
significantly reduces toxicity, mobility, or volume of hazardous substances as a principal element.
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Page No.1

Q 05/13/91

AR &

AR 5

AR 8

00/00/00

87/07/28

88/06/20

88/08/23

89/02/22

89704705

89/04/19 4

89705709

ATTACHMENT A

SOLA OPTICAL USA INC
PETALUMA, CALIFORNIA
-<- ADMINISTRATIVE RECORD FILE INDEX ---

Chip Demarest
National Oceanic &
Atmospheric
Administration

Envirommental
Protection Agency -
Region IX

Jderry Clifford
Environmental
Protection Agency -
Region IX

Patricia Shanks
McCutchen, Doyle,
Brown & Enersen

Michael Chee, Lester
Feldman

CA Regional Water
Quatity Control
Board - San
francisco Bay

Jerry Clifford
Environmental
Protection Agency -
Region IX

Michael Montgomery
Environmental
Protection Agency -
Region 1IX

James Cox

Addressee

James Cox
Sola Optical USA,
Inc

Stephen Lingle
Environmental
Protection Agency -
Office of Emergency
and Remedial
Response

James Cox
Sola Optical USA,
Inc

Michael Chee, et al
Environmental
Protection Agency -
Region IX

Jerry Clifford

Site exposure potential, related
contamination & NOAA trust habitats &
species (undated, information for RPM
Michael Montgomery/EPA-9)

HRS package w/attchs (list of
references, w/o reference #4)

Ltr: Proposal to add sola Optical to
National Priorities List (NPL)

Ltr: Comments on EPA proposal for NPL,
w/appendices A-C (SOLA's statement re
Complaint #87-03, NPL site narrative &
revised factual statement)

Compliance monitoring rpt w/analytical
results (RWQCB Order #88-093) & TL to
Mark Adams/Sola Optical fr Lester
feldman, 3/30/89

General notice ltr w/concurrences (Date
taken fr last signature)

Memo: Reguest comments on technical
workplan, snnounce meeting on 5/1/89,
w/attch (Statement of work)

Ltr: Response to general notice ltr of
-
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Page No.2
05/13/91

AR 10

AR 12

AR 13

AR 15

Roll #

Frame #

89/05/16

89/05/31

89/06/15

89/07/07

89707711

89/07/12

89/07/17

4

©  SOLA OPTICAL USA INC
PETALUMA, CALIFORNIA
--~ ADMINISTRATIVE RECORD FILE INDEX ---

Sola Optical USA,
Inc

Jerry Clifford
Environmental
Protection Agency -
Region IX

Michael Montgomery
Environmental
Protection Agency -
Region IX

Levine-Fricke

Debbie Lowe
Environmental
Protection Agency -
Region IX

Debbie Lowe
Environmental
Protection Agency -
Region IX

Steven Ritchie
CA Regional Water
Quality Control
8oard - San
Francisco Bay

Patricia Shanks
MNcCutchen, Doyle,
8rown & Enersen

Environmentatl
Protection Agency -
Region IX

Mark Adams
Sola Optical USA,
Inc

Mark Adams
Sola Optical USA,
Inc

Sola Optical USA,
Inc

Lynn Woosley, City
Council
City of Petaluma

Mark Adams
Sola Optical USA,
Inc

Mark Adams
Sola Optical USA,
Inc

Allen Zabel
Envirormental
Protection Agency -
Region 1X

Special notice ttr for RI/FS,
s/certified mail receipts #P-918-448-
142, w/o attchs

Ltr: Request copies of docs underlined
in reference list sent by Sola Optical,
w/marginalia

Evaluation of implemented interim
remedial measures & proposed final
remedial measures on gite

Ltr: Include addressee on mailing list &
CRP will be completed in 9/89, w/rtg
slip (7/12) to Michael Montgomery/EPA-9
indicating Ltr to interviewees

Ltr: Prepare comunity relations plan
after interviewing community members,
w/rtg slip (7/12) to Michae! Montgomery
indicating same Ltr sent to others

Ltr: Response to 6/15/89 request to
rescind order #87-038, w/mailing list

Ltr: Good faith offer to conduct &
finance RI/FS proposed for site,
w/appendices 1, 4, w/o appendix 5
(redacted)
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05/13/91

AR 17

AR 19

AR 20

AR 21

AR 24

Roll #

Frame #

89/07/24

89708714

89/08/17

89/08/17

89/08/30

89/09/13

89/09/15

89710700

SOLA OPTICAL USA INC

PETALUMA, CALIFORNIA
--- ADMINISTRATIVE RECORD FILE INDEX ---

Michael Montgomery
Environmental
Protection Agency -
Region IX

Michael Montgomery
Environmental
Protection Agency -
Region IX

Jderry Clifford, John

Rothman
Environmental
Protection Agency -
Region IX

Daniel McGovern
Environmental
Protection Agency -
Region IX

Levine-Fricke

Michae! Montgomery
Environmental
Protection Agency -
Region IX

Michael Montgomery
Environmental
Protection Agency -
!Region 1% §

Environmental
Protection Agercy -
Region IX

Mark Adams

Sola Optical USA,
Inc

Mark Adams
Sola Optical USA,
Inc

Daniel McGovern

Environmental
Protection Agency -
Region IX

Jerry Clifford, John

Rothman
Environmental
Protection Agency -
Region IX

Sola Optical USA,
Inc

Jeff Zelikson
Environmental
Protection Agency =
Region IX

Mark Adams
Sola Optical USA,
Inc

Ltr: Response to Sola Optical's 7/17/89
good faith offer for RI/FS, w/certified
mail receipts #P-918-447-091

Ltr: Comments on draft remedial
investigation feasibility study (R1/FS)
workplan of 8/2/89

Memo: Request for 30-day extension to
the RI/FS negotiation moratorium on site

Memo: Approve 30-day extension to Sola
Optical negotiation moratorium

Remedial investigation feasibility study
(RI/FS) workplan, w/marginalia

Memo: Request for signature on Sola
Optical site consent order & workplan,
s/o encl, w/rtg slip fr Michael
Montgomery to 5 EPA staff

Ltr: Technical scoping meeting for
development of sampling & analysis plan

Fact sheet: EPA signs agreement w/site
to continue investigation of groundwater
contamination
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AR 25

AR 26

AR 27

AR 28

AR 29

AR 31

AR 30

AR 32

Roll #

Frame #

89/10/00

89710702

89/10/04

89/10/10

89/10/11

89710716

89710716

89710716

89/11/15

SOLA OPTICAL USA INC
PETALUMA, CALIFORNIA

--- ADNINISTRATIVE RECORD FILE INDEX ---

Environmental
Protection Agency -
Region IX

Jeff 2elikson
Environmental
Protection Agency -
Region IX

Michael Montgomery
Environmental
Protection Agency -
Region IX

Levine-Fricke

Mark Adams
Sota Optical USA,
Inc

City Council .
City of Petaluma

Michael Montgomery
Environmental
Protection Agency -
Region IX

Levine-Fricke

Addressee

Richard Kapash
Sola Optical USA,
Inc

Mark Adams
Sola Optical USA,
Inc

Sola Optical USA,
Inc

Michael Montgomery
Environmentat
Protection Agency -
Region 1X

Mark Adams
Sola Optical USA,
Inc

Sola Optical USA,

Community relations plan (CRP)

Mninistrative consent order for RI/FS
in matter of Sola Optical USA Inc, USEPA
docket #89-22

Ltr: Notify addressee that author is
EPA's designated Project Coordinator for
site

Monthly rpt of hydrogeologic
investigations on gite during 9/89

Ltr: Confirm that monthly progress rpts
will be submitted to EPA on/before 15th
of each month

Transcript (partial) of EPA presentation
at 10/16/89 City Council meeting, w/o
video tape, w/TL to Michael Montgomery
fr Mark Adams, 11/29/89

TL: Guidance on PRP sampling & snalysis

plan development & notes fr Ecological
Assessment group

Agreement between site & City of

Petaluma to shut down station 5 & Sola-
City welt, reimburse City for purchase
of substitute water, w/exhibit 1: Cost

Monthly status rpt of RI/FS activities
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05/13/91

AR 33

AR 35

AR 36

AR 37

AR 38

AR 39

AR 40

Roll #

Frame #

89711715

89/12/12

89712715

89712729

90/01/15

90/01/29

90701729

90702714

SOLA OPTICAL USA INC
PETALUMA, CALIFORNIA
=== ADMINISTRATIVE RECORD FILE INDEX ---

Author Addressee
Inc
Mark Adams Michael Montgomery
Sola Optical USA, Environmental
Inc Protection Agency -
Region 1X

Michael Montgomery Steve Sismons, Mater

Environmental Department
Protection Agercy = City of Petaluma
Region IX

Levine-Fricke Sola Optical USA,

Inc

Patricia Shanks Michael Montgomery

McCutchen, Doyle, Environmental
Brown & Enersen Protection Agency -
Region IX

Levine-Fricke Sola Optical USA,

Inc

Donald Dalke Michael Montgomery
CA Regional Water Enviromnmental
Quality Control Protection Agency -
Board - San Region IX
Francisco Bay

* Nichael Montgomery Mark Adams
Environmentat Sola Optical USA,
Protection Agency - Inc
Region IX
Mark Adams Michael Montgomery

during 10/89, w/o figure 1

TL: Monthly status rpt of RI/FS
activities during 10/89 prepared by
Levine-Fricke w/attached distribution
list

ROC: Confirm destruction of Crandell
well & hook-up of Crandell property to
mnicipal system on 8/18/89 at Sola's
expense

Monthly status rpt of RI/FS activities
during 11/89, w/TL to Michael
Montgomery/EPA-9 fr Mark Adams/Sola
Optical & wmarginalia

TL: Draft sampling & analysis plan (SAP)
& draft health & safety plan (HSP) for
review & comment

Monthly status rpt of RI/FS activities
during 12/89, wW/TL to Michael
Montgomery/EPA-9 fr Mark Adams/Sola
Optical

Ltr: Revieu field sampling plan dated
12/29/89 submitted by Sola Optical &
concur w/technical review by CHZM Hill,
w/mailing list

Ltr: Review comments on draft sampling &
analysis plan (SAP) dated 12/29/89,
s/attch #1 '

Ltr: Rationale for revised‘proposed
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05713791

AR 41

AR 42

AR 43

AR 44

AR 45

AR 47

AR 46

AR 48

AR 49

Roll #

Frame #

90/02/15

90/02/15

90/02/21

90702726
90702726

90702726

90/02/26

90/03/15

90/03/23

SOLA OPTICAL USA INC
PETALUMA, CALIFORNIA
--- ADMINISTRATIVE RECORD FILE INDEX ---

sola Optical USA,
Inc

Levine-Fricke

Mark Adams
sola Optical USA,
Inc

Steven Ritchie
CA Regional Water
Quality Control
Board - San
Francisco Bay

Levine-Fricke

Levine-Fricke

Mark Adams
Sola Optical USA,
Inc

Levine-Fricke

Y Levine-Fricke

CH2M Hill

Environmental
Protection Agency -
Region IX

Sola Optical USA,
Inc

Michael Montgomery
Environmental
Protection Agency -
Region IX

Sola Optical USA,
Inc

Sola Optical USA,
Inc

Michael Montgomery
Environmental
Protection Agency -
Region IX

Sola Optical USA,
Inc

Sola Optical USA,
Inc

Envirormental

monitoring wells w/map & TL fr Scott
Seyfried/Levine-Fricke, 2/16/90

Monthly status rpt of RI/FS activities
during 1/90

TL: Monthly status rpt of RI/FS
activities during 1/90 prepared by
Levine-Fricke w/attached distribution
list

CRWACB Order 90-030 (Rescind site
cleanup order 87-038 adopted on
4/15/87), w/TL to Mark Adams/Sola
optical, 3/19/90

quality assurance project plan (QAPP)

Health & safety plan

TL: Documents comprising sampling &
snalysis plan dated 2/26/90 prepared by
Levine-Fricke w/attached distribution
list

Field sampling plan hydrogeologic
investigations

Monthly status rpt of RI/FS activities
during 2/90, w/marginalia & TL to
Michael Montgomery/EPA-9 fr Mark
Adams/Sola Optical

Site safety plan
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AR 50

AR 51

AR 52
AR 53
AR 54

AR 55

AR 56

AR 57

Page No.7
05/13/91

Roll #

Frame #

90/03/28

90/04/00

90/04/04

90704716

90/05/15

90/06/07

90/06/14

90/06/15

SOLA OPTICAL USA INC
PETALUMA, CALIFORNIA
=== ADMINISTRATIVE RECORD FILE INDEX ---

Levine-Fricke

CH2M Hill

pPlanning Research
Corp Environmental
Management, Inc

Levine-Fricke

Levine-Fricke

Michael Montgomery
Environmental
Protection Agency -
Region IX

Mark Adams
+sola optical Usa,
Inc

Levine-Fricke

Protection Agency

Environmental
Protection Agency

Environmental
Protection Agency -
Region IX

Environmental
Protection Agency,
Washington D.C.

Sola Optical USA,
Inc

Sola Optical USA,
Inc

Steven LuQuire, et
al

CA Regional Water
Quality Control
Board

Michael Montgomery
Environmental
Protection Agency -
Region IX

Sola Optical USA,
Inc

Responses to comments on revised QAPP by
Keith Egan of ICF Technology on 2/26/90,
W/TL to Michael Montgomery/EPA-9 fr Mark
Adams/Sola Optical, 4/2/90

Field sampling plan

Preliminary identification of potential
ARARs, cont# 68-W9-0009, WA# C09019 (TES
12, hazardous waste sites, zone IV,
regions 8-10)

Monthly status rpt of RI/FS activities
during 3/90, w/TL to Michael
Montgomery/EPA-9 fr Mark Adams/Sols
Optical

Monthly status rpt of RI/FS activities
during 4/90, w/TL to Michael
Montgomery/EPA-9 fr Mark Adams/Sola
Optical

Memo: Request corments on attch doc -
preliminary identification of potential
aspplicable or relevant & sppropriate
requirements (ARARs), w/0 encl

TL: Monthly status rpt of RI/FS
activities during 5/90 (dated 6/15/90) &
tri-annual groundwater monitoring rpt
w/attached distribution list

Combined monthly status rpt for 5/90 &
tri-ennual groundwater noni’toring rpt
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AR 2 Roll # Frame # Date Author Addressee Subject
completed during 4/90
AR 58 90/07/02 Levine-Fricke Sola Optical USA, Soil investigation rpt
inc
AR 59 90/07/02 Levine-Fricke Sola Optical USA, Grounduater investigation rpt,
Inc w/marginalia
AR 60 90/07/02 Mark Adams Michael Montgomery TL: Draft groundwater investigation rpt
Sola Optical USA, Environmental of 7/2/90 prepared by Levine-Fricke
Inc Protection Agency - w/attached distribution list
Region IX
\‘ AR 61 90/07/02 Mark Adams Michael Montgomery TL: Draft soil investigation rpt
Sola Optical USA, Environmental prepared by Levine-fFricke w/attached
Inc Protection Agency - distribution list
Region IX
AR 62 90/07/18 Levine-Fricke Sola Optical USA, Monthly status rpt of RI/FS activities
Inc during 6/90, w/TL to Richael
Montgomery/EPA-9 fr Gregson
Taylor/Levine-Fricke
AR 63 90/07/26 Jerry Clifford Mark Adams Ltr: Reimbursement of EPA costs,
Environmental Sola Optical USA, w/concurrences, encl (redacted) & mail
Protection Agency - Inc receipts #P918-448-210
Region IX
AR 64 90/08/15 Levine-Fricke Sola Optical USA, Monthly status rpt of RI/FS activities
Inc during 7/90, w/TL to Michael
Montgomery/EPA-9 fr Mark Adams/Sola
Optical
s
AR 65 90/08/15 Levine-Fricke Sola Optical USA, Response to EPA comments on draft soil &

Inc

groundwater investigation rpts, w/attch
1 (7/18/90 EPA comments w/TL), & TL to M
Montgomery fr S Seyfried
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05/13/N

AR 67

AR 69

AR 70

AR 71

AR 74

Roll #

Froeme #

90/08/24

90/08/27

90/09/14

90/10/12

90711701

90/11/06

90/11/15

90/12/03

90712712

SOLA OPTICAL USA INC
PETALUMA, CALIFORNIA
=== ADMINISTRATIVE RECORD FILE INDEX ---

Michael Montgomery
Envirormental
Protection Agency -
Region IX

Mark Adams
Sola Optical UsA,
Inc

Levine-Fricke

Levine-Fricke

Michael Montgomery
Environmental
Protection Agency -
Region 1X

Steve [hnen
Enviromnmental
Protection Agency -
Region 1X

Levine-Fricke

Levine-Fricke

Mark Adams

Mark Adams
Sola Optical USA,
inc

Environmental
Protection Agency -

Superfund Accounting

Sola Optical USA,
Inc

Sola Optical USA,
Inc

Mark Adams
Sola Optical USA,
inc

Michael Montgomery
Environmental

Protection Agency -
Region IX .

Sola Optical USA,
Inc
Sola Optical USA,

Inc

Michael Montgomery

Ltr: Confirm discussion at meeting of
7/20/90 re feasibility study schedule

Ltr: Reimburse EPA site-related response
& oversight costs

Monthly gtatus rpt of RI/FS activities
during 8/90, w/TL to Michael
Montgomery/EPA-9 fr Mark Adams/Sola
Optical

Combined monthly status rpt for 9/90 &
semi-annual groundwater monitoring rpt
completed between 8/27 & 9/11/90
(Appendix A)

Ltr: Comments on draft remedial
investigation rpt of 10/1/90, request
for revised workplan schedule in final
RI rpt & meeting on 11/5/90

Memo: Classification of groundwaters at

Sola site

Monthly status rpt of RI/FS activities
during 10/90, w/TL to Michael
Montgomery/EPA-9 fr Mark Adams/Sola
Optical

Remedial investigation rpt

Ltr: Discuss aspects of RI/FS - request
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05/13/91

AR 76

AR 77

AR 78

AR 81

AR 82

AR 83

Roll #

Frame #

90/12/13

91/01/02

91/01/15

91/02/00

91/02/08

91/02/14

91/062/15

91/04/00

91/05/08

SOLA OPTICAL USA INC
PETALUMA, CALIFORNIA

~-- ADMINISTRATIVE RECORD FILE INDEX ---

Sola Optical USA,
Inc

Levine-fricke

Michael Montgomery
Environmentat
Protection Agency -
Region IX

Levine-Fricke

Environmental
Protection Agency -
Region IX

Levine-Fricke

Levine-Fricke

Levine-Fricke

CH2M Hill
s

Environmental
Protection Agency

Envirormental

Protection Agency -

Region IX

Sola Optical USA,
Inc

Mark Adams
Sola Optical USA,
Inc

Sola Optical USA,
Inc

Sola Optical USA,
Inc

Sola Optical USA,
Inc

Sola Optical USA,
Inc

Environmental
Protection Agency

EPA assumptions re contaminants of .
concern, exposure pathuays & calculation
of exposure concentrations

Monthly status rpt of RI/FS activities
during 11/90, w/TL to Michael
Montgomery/EPA-9 fr Mark Adams/Sola
optical

Ltr: Request written response to
comments on Rl rpt of 12/3/90 (attch 1),
W/0 WA rpts for 9/90 & 11/90 (attch 2) &
draft fact sheet (attch 3)

Combined monthly status rpt for 12/90 &
tri-annual groundwater monitoring rpt

(Appendix A)

Fact sheet: Remedial investigation
complete - contamination largely limited
to site property

Detailed analysis of remedial
alternatives, w/marginalia

Monthly status rpt of RI/FS activities

during 1/91

Technical memo presenting results of
subsurface transport modeling

Public health risk assessment, w/attchs
I (draft technical memo - results of
subsurface transport modeling, 2/5/91) &
Il (VLEACH model)

List of guidance documents

-



@

Page No.1
06/14/91

AR 85

AR 87

AR 88

AR 89

AR 90

AR 91

AR 92

AR 93

91/02/28

91703715

91/03/15

91703725

91/03/26

91/04/12

91704712

91/05/14

91/05/16

91/05/21

Michael Montgomery
Environmentel
Protection Agency -

Region 9

tevine-Fricke

Mark Adams
Sols Optical USA,
Inc

Mark Adams
Sola Optical USA,
Inc

Chip Demarest
National Oceenic &

Atmospheric
Administration

Levine-Fricke

Charles Noyes

CA Regional Water
Quality Control
Board - San
Francisco Bay

Michael Montgomery
Environmental
Protection Agency -

Region 9

Michael Montgomery

Envirormental
Protection Asenc& -
Region 9

ICF Technology, Inc

SOLA OPTICAL USA, INC.
Petaluma, California
ADMINISTRATIVE RECORD FILE INDEX
Supplement No. 1

Mark Adams
Sola Optical USA,
Inc

Sola Optical USA,
Inc

Michsel Montgomery
Environmental
Protection Agency -
Region 9

Nichael Montgomery
Environmental
Protection Agency -
Region 9

Michael Montgomery
Environmental
Protection Agency -
Region 9

Sola Optical USA,
Inc

Micheel Montgomery
Envirormmental
Protection Agency -
Region 9

Mark Adams
Sola Opticael USA,
Inc

Mark Adams
Sola Optical USA,
Inc

Ltr: Comments on detailed analysis of
remedial alternatives rpt of 2/8/91, w/o
further comments on docs re results of
subsurface transport modeling

Monthly status rpt of RI/FS activities
during 2/91

Ltr: Installation of well LF-27A & TL
for monthly stetus rpt of RI/FS
activities during 2/91 prepared by
Levine-Fricke

Ltr: Propose submittal date of draft FS
be three calendar weeks sfter receipt of
Baseline Public Health Evaluation (BPHE)
by Sola, w/marginalia

Ltr: Review comments on ecological
assessment portion of draft public
health risk assessment of site

Monthly status rpt of RI/FS activities
during 3/91, w/TL to Michael
Montgomery/EPA-9 fr Mark Adams/Sola
Opticel

Ltr: No additional comments on draft
copy of public health risk assessment
(RA) after preliminary review

Ltr: Preliminary comments on draft fS
rpt w/attchs (Draft ltr of comments fr
CRWQCB-SF to M Montgomery on FS rpt &
7/30/90 memo re water quality ARAR)

Ltr: Final comments on draft feasibility
study rpt dated 4/15/91, w/ettchs

Data validation rpt, w/attchs (TL to
Michael Montgomery/EPA-9 fr Victoria
Taylor/1CF Technology & 5/15/91 request
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06/14/91

@

AR 94

AR 96

91/06/00

91/06/10

91/06/13

Author

Environmental
Protection Agency -
Region 9

Levine-Fricke

Santiago Lee
Planning Research
Corp Environmental
Management, Inc

SOLA OPTICAL USA, INC.
Petaluma, California
ADMINISTRATIVE RECORD FILE INDEX
Supplement No. 1

Sola Optical USA,
Inc

Environmental
Protection Agency -
Office of Waste

Programs Enforcement

for data validation fr EPA-9)

Fact sheet: EPA announces proposed plan
for cleanup on site

Feasibility study rpt

Technical review of split sample data &
PRP data, cont# 68-W9-0009, WA# C09019
(TES 12, hazardous waste sites, zone 1V,
regions 8-10)



BOLA OPTICAL USA, INC. SUPERFUND SITE

Petaluma, California

ADMINISTRATIVE RECORD FILE
&
INDEX

supplement No. 2

Documents: AR97-AR100

July 2, 1991



SOLA OPTICAL USA, INC. BUPERFUND SITE
Petaluma, California

Administrative Record File Index
Supplement Number 2

This Administrative Record File Index, Supplement Number 2, lists
the documents added to the Administrative Record File for the
Sola Optical USA, Inc. Superfund Site, Petaluma, California,
since June 14, 1991 after the compilation of Supplement No 1.

The Index presents the documents in ascending chronological or-
der, reflecting the organization of the documents in the file.

Each document has been assigned a unique number for purposes of
identification. These are indicated as "ARxx". Numbering of the
documents in Supplement No. 2 begins where the Supplement No. 1
left off; thus the first document is numbered "AR97".

Please note that the original Administrative Record File consists
of documents #1 - 83 arranged chronologically from 7/28/87 to '
5/8/91. Supplement No. 1 consists of documents #AR84 - AR96 ar-
ranged chronologically from 2/28/91 to 6/13/91. Supplement No. 2
consists of documents #AR97 - AR100 from 1/22/91 to 6/14/91. Be-
cause of the overlap in dates, it is necessary to use all three
indices to locate documents for a particular date.

The documents contained in the Administrative Record File are
used by the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency in identifying
appropriate response action for the Sola Optical USA, Inc. Super-
fund Site.
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07/02/N

AR 98

AR 99

AR 100

91701722

91/06/04

91/706/11

91/06/14

Michael Montgomery
Environmental
Protection Agency -
Region 9

Michael Montgomery
Environmental
Protection Agency -
Region 9

Vicki Rosen
Environmental
Protection Agency -
Region §

Levine-fricke

SOLA OPTICAL USA, INC.
Petaluma, California
ADMINISTRATIVE RECORD INDEX
Supplement No. 2

Addressee

..................

Mark Adams
Sola Optical USA,
Inc

Mark Adams
Sola Optical USA,
Inc

M Patricia
Hitligoss, Mayor,
al

City of Petaluma

Sola Optical USA,
Inc

et

Subject

Ltr: Response to 12/12/90 inquiry re
risk assessment in progress & describe
each exposure pathway addressed in first
risk assessment (RA) draft

Ltr: Comments on revised section 5.0 of
Sola feasibility study rpt dated 5/29/91

Memo: Public comment period - 6/17-
7/16/91 & public meeting will be on 6/25
at Veterans Memorial Building, w/attch
(Advance copy of EPA proposed plan)

Monthly status rpt of RI/FS activities
during 5/91, w/appendix A (response to
EPA 1/2/91 comments on RI rpt) & TL to M
Montgomery fr M Adams



Attachment B

SOLA OPTICAL SUPERFUND SITE
PETALUMA, CALIFORNIA

RESBPONSIVENESS SUMMARY

A. OVERVIEW

At the time of the public comment period, EPA proposed a
preferred alternative for the Sola Optical Superfund site in
Petaluma, California. EPA's recommended alternative addressed
the groundwater contamination problem at the site. The selected
remedy specified in the Record of Decision (ROD) calls for two
new extraction wells and the conversion of two deep monitoring
wells to extraction wells within Sola's existing treatment
system.

Judging from the few comments received during the public
comment period, as well as the few people who attended the public
meeting on the proposed plan, there is little community concern
about risk from the Sola site. EPA's clean-up alternative
appears to be supported by area residents.

These sections follow:
* Background on Community Involvement;

* Summary of Comments Received during Public Comment
Period and Agency Responses;

* Community Relations Activities at Sola Optical site.

B: Background cn Community Inveclvement

There has been relatively little community interest in the
Sola Optical site and no organized community involvement.
Following local newspaper articles on the site's proposed listing
on the National Priorities List in 1988, City and County
officials reported some inquiries from the general public. These
inquiries sought information and reassurance that the drinking
water supply was safe. The public seemed satisfied with the
answers provided. The local community wanted to be kept informed
of site activities throughout the Superfund process, and EPA has
communicated with the public through various community relations
activities. To sumparize past community involvement, it would be
fair to state that most residents seemed satisfied with the
information they received about the site, and confident in the
work EPA and Sola were conducting during the Remedial
Investigation/Feasibility Study (RI/FS).
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C: Summary of Comments Received during Public Comment Period and
Agency Responses

Comments raised during the Sola Optical public comment period
on the proposed plan are summarized below. The comment period was
held from June 17 to July 16, 1991. All of the following comments
were expressed in a letter mailed to EPA from one Petaluma family
and represent the extent of comments on the proposed plan.
Although a public meeting on the proposed plan was held during the
public comment period, no comments specific to the proposed plan
were made at that meeting.

1. EPA's preferred clean-up alternative was supported.

2. Concern was expressed about possible adverse environmental and
health impacts related to the transport and disposal of the
used charcoal filter from the treatment system.

EPA Response: Carbon filters are contained in their own
Department of Transportation-approved transportable vessels.
Spent carbon filters have been shipped in these vessels to a
carbon-regeneration facility in the State of Washington where
they have been thermally regenerated.

3. The comment was made that the disposal of contaminated
water into the sanitary sewer is contrary to the City of
Petaluma's plan to compost the treatment plant sludge for
agricultural, parks and other uses. Additionally, this
resident expressed concern that the chemicals remaining in the
treated water could pollute the Russian River and Sonoma Coast.

EPA Response: Contaminated water would be effectively treated
in the treatment works of the sewage system. Volatile organic
compounds (VOCs) in the contaminated groundwater discharged
into the City of Petaluma sewage treatment system would likely
volatilize or biodegrade in the treatment works. The sewage
treatment system does not discharge into the Russian River or
Sonoma Coast. Additional questions regarding the quality of
discharge from the city sewage treatment works should be
directed to Steve Simmons, Water Services Department, City of
Petaluma, 11 English Street, Petaluma, CA 94952,

(707) 778-4392,




Concern about the water quality of the Petaluma River was
expressed. The commenter disagreed with the determination that
chemicals entering it from the Sola Optical site were insignif-

icant.

EPA Response: Water quality data from monitoring wells at the
Sola property line are at or below state or federal drinking
water standards. Given the distance to the Petaluma River
(one mile), it is highly unlikely that any chemicals from
Sola's groundwater contamination are entering the Petaluma
River.

A question was posed regarding groundwater quality at a
residential area 500 feet from the Sola site. This community
member wondered whether it was possible that Sola's
contaminated groundwater had leached into this neighborhood or
could in the future. If so, this person wanted to know the
long—-term effects of such leaching, especially as it concerns
children playing in the backyards or vegetables grown in the
soil.

EPA Response: No residential neighborhood has an elevated risk
to human health or the environment from Sola groundwater
contamination. Both shallow and intermediate depth monitoring
wells located between the Sola property and the residential
area described by the commenter have detected no contamination.
EPA will continue to monitor these wells, though it is unlikely
that Sola contamination will show up in this neighborhood, as
it is upgradient from the site. Regarding future leaching of
the contamination, besides the upgradient factor, the
extraction system is designed to capture Sola's contaminated
groundwater.

The question was posed as to what caused the contamination
at Sola and what Sola is doing to prevent this same problem
from happening in the future.

EPA Response: According to reported data, when the underground
storage tanks were removed there were no leaks detected, but
there was staining of the back-fill gravel surrounding the
tanks. This infers that a spill occurred on the surface near
the tanks. This same problem will not happen in the future
because Sola has filled in the gaps in the concrete that had
overlayed the tanks, discontinued the use of underground tanks
and instituted further controls on the use of chemicals.
Further questions regarding spill prevention and safety
precautions should be directed to Mark Adams, Manager of
Environmental Affairs, Sola Optical, 1500 Cader Lane, P.O. Box
6002, Petaluma, CA 94953, (707) 763-9911.




7. EPA was

asked why Sola does not use less hazardous or non-

toxic chemicals.

EPA_ Response: The total number of solvents used by Sola has
been reduced to one, which is acetone. Further questions
regarding processes used by Sola should be directed to Mark

Adams at Sola Optical (see above #6).

D: Community Relations Activities at S8ola Optical 8ite

Community relations activities conducted at the Sola Optical
site to date have included the following:

*

EPA conducted community interviews with local
officials and interested residents (June 1989);

EPA prepared community relations plan (October 1989);

EPA prepared and distributed fact sheet to affected
community and other interested parties announcing
agreement with Sola to continue investigation of
groundwater contamination (October 1989);

EPA made locally televised presentation of workplan for
Remedial Investigation/Feasibility Study (RI/FS) to
Petaluma City Council (October 1989);

EPA prepared and distributed fact sheet to affected
community and other interested parties announcing
completion of Remedial Investigation (February 1991);

EPA prepared and distributed proposed plan for cleanup
(June 1991);

EPA ran public notice in Santa Rosa Press Democrat
announcing proposed plan, dates of public comment
period and date of public meeting (June 17, 1991);

EPA held public meeting at Petaluma's Veterans
Memorial Building to discuss and receive comments on
the proposed plan (June 25, 1991). A transcript of
this meeting is in the Petaluma Public Library;

EPA's public comment period on the proposed plan lasted
from June 17 to July 16, 1991.

)



